Over the last decade global rankings of universities have begun to grow in importance allowing national and international comparison of higher education institutions. In fact, they are already at the heart of public discussion about the role of universities in our societies because they provide a way of measuring and comparing the quality and results of these institutions and thereby, influencing their reputation. The most important of these rankings (such as the Academic Ranking of World Universities, Shanghai Ranking, Times Higher Education World University Ranking, and QS World University Ranking). All of these put universities into a league table where the ranking of a given institution is based on a composite score that reflects the weights of several individual indicators. This article reviews the methodology of three rankings, focusing on their limitations and weaknesses (such as over-stressing research or their subjectivity in setting specific weights for each individual indicator). Finally, we present the U-Multirank, promoted by the European Commission, which seeks to overcome the limitations of traditional rankings. It is an alternative way to rank universities, based on their performance as gauged by a wide number of indicators in five dimensions-(1) Teaching and Learning; (2) Research; (3) Knowledge Transfer; (4) International Orientation; (5) Regional Engagement-and in several subjects.
INTRODUCTION
Global rankings of universities began to emerge a little over a decade ago. Since then, they have gained considerable importance as a yardstick of higher education institutions' performance. They also began to elicit great interest among the public, politicians, and university managers. It has now become impossible for universities to ignore the results of such rankings and the comparisons drawn with other higher education institutions at home and abroad. Given the impact that university rankings have acquired when it comes to academic reputation, it is worth understanding how rankings are drawn up and their strengths and weaknesses.
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The following sections of this paper look at the rankings with the greatest worldwide media impact: 
TRADITIONAL RANKINGS
Following the work of Rauhvargers (2011 and , Universidad.es (2014) , Sanz-Casado (2015) , and Apart from these indicators and weights, the ranking assigns the maximum index figure of 100 to the university which receives the best score. The index figures for all the remaining universities are then calculated in relation to the 100 index figure. Using this methodology, the top 100 universities each have their own index figure in the 
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, and a reputation survey reflecting academics' views on teaching and research which contributes a third of the weight in the overall index.
More specifically, there are five indicators which have a bearing on teaching: (1) the THE's Annual reputation survey covering teaching and which reflects the prestige enjoyed by the university in this field, as judged by scholars responding to it (which has a 15% weight in the overall index); 11 (2) the ratio between students registered and academic staff (4.5%); (3) the ratio between those holding a PhD and those with bachelor's degrees (2.25%); (4) the ratio between PhD students and academic staff, by scientific discipline (6%); (5) the institution's revenues divided by the number of academic staff and its purchasing power (2.25%).
10 Before the 2015/16 edition, such data were obtained through the Web of Science database, which is now owned by Clarivate Analytics.
11 The questionnaire is administered on THE's behalf by Elsevier and is aimed at academics with wide experience and strong publishing track records. The views of these academics are sought on the research and teaching excellence of institutions they know well, in their respective fields. Respondents are asked to name no more than the best fifteen universities, excluding the one at which they work. Effort is made to properly weight the results by discipline and geographic scope. The 2016 survey was carried out between January and March; there were 10,323 responses from 133 countries, and the data was combined with those from the 2015 survey, giving rise to over 20,000 responses in total. See: https://www. timeshighereducation.com/world-university-rankings/ academic-reputation-survey-explained.
The other four indicators are linked to research: (6) the THE's annual onine Academic Reputation Survey regarding the prestige conferred on the university by its researchers (which is given a weight of 18%); (7) revenue from research, divided by the number of academic staff and adjusted in terms of purchasing power, broken down by scientific disciplines (6% weight); (8) research productivity: number of papers per faculty member, adjusted to account for the institution's size and normalised by scientific disciplines (6% weight); (9) citations: the number of times university papers are cited by other academics worldwide compared with the average number of citations one would expect for a paper of the same type and on the same subject, taken over a five year period (30% weight).
There are also three indicators covering 'international perspective': (10) the ratio between foreign students and home students (2.5% weight); (11) the ratio between foreign faculty and home faculty (2.5%); (12) Traditional rankings have sparked criticisms and controversies (Aguilló, 2010; Rauhvargers, 2011; Van Vught and Ziegele, 2012; Federkeil, 2013; Parellada, 2013;  13 The database is obtained from the combination of a mailing list, acquired applications, and suggestions. what weight should be given to each indicator and thus the decision taken by the ranking authors is a wholly subjective one. Furthermore, trying to sum up a university's performance in a single score is controversial to say the least, given the complexity of higher education itself.
14 This is an application of the so-called Matthew Effect, the term coined by Robert K. Merton (1968) other priorities and specialisations. In this respect, they cover less than 5% of the world's universities (Rauhvargers, 2011) .
The three rankings (ARWU, THE, QS), even if they were dreamt up to cover universities as a whole, have also developed some more specific rankings by scientific fields, disciplines, geographical scope, the employment prospects of their graduates, the age of institutions, and so on-changes that in many cases have been made as a market adaptation to the criticism they have received. Thus, there is an ARWU-field ranking and an ARWU-subject 15 THE's ranking shifted from using the Web of Science database to Scopus. The latter features more publications in languages other than English (especially in Spanish) and more publications with a small circulation. Both factors led to some improvement in the rankings of Spanish-speaking universities.
ranking, a THE-subject ranking, a QS ranking by faculty, a QS ranking by subject, and the QS Graduate Employability ranking. In the cases of THE and QS, there are special rankings by geographical areas, such as Asia and Latin America, and for universities less than fifty years old. There is also THE's World Reputation Ranking which lists the 100 universities with the strongest world brands as determined by reputation surveys. The methodology followed in drawing up these specialised rankings is similar to that followed in compiling the general institutional ones, with minor variations in the indicators used, their weights, and procedures (for greater detail, see Universidad.es, 2014 and Sanz-Casado, 2015) .
Lastly, one should note that the ARWU methodology can be disentangled and replicated to obtain the rank of any university in the world (Docampo, 2013) .
However, the same cannot be said for THE and QS, whose results are largely based on reputation surveys and confidential data provided by universities themselves (Sanz-Casado, 2015).
A NEW KIND OF RANKING: U-MULTIRANK
Following Van Vught and Ziegele (2012) , Krüger and Federkeil (2014 ), Federkeil (2013 19 These indicators stem from a survey of students who have been taking a given course for at least a year. The survey results are only used in connection with U-Multirank fields of knowledge, not within institutions. The results yield additional dimensions which have a bearing on teaching and learning. Thus, a potential student may set greater store in teaching or learning, or on an international orientation, whereas a company may be more interested in universities' research performance and knowledge transfer. This ranking system takes account of these differences and caters to them. (Federkeil, 2015; Sanz-Casado, 2016 ).
In addition, given that there are so many indicators for both institutions and fields, and that one can choose among them in making comparisons, all universities have the chance of excelling at something. Thus, it may be possible for universities to use U-Multirank solely to promote themselves in the disciplines in which they do well.
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Another criticism levelled at U-Multirank concerns the set of indicators proposed. In this respect, some indicators may be unsuitable for measuring a given aspect of university quality. Thus, for example, in the 22 This criticism is also applicable to traditional rankings and, in some cases, data has been falsified (Rauhvargers, 2011, p. 15) .
23 Aguilló (2010) noted that U-Multirank is hard to interpret and that it can be configured as one pleases to yield the results wanted by the user.
Reputation and rankings DEBATS · Annual Review, 2 · 2017 teaching and learning dimension, students taking much longer to graduate than the usual term may be more common in countries with a greater tradition of part-time study. Furthermore, it is hard to say whether a shorter time to graduate really indicates quality or is merely a response to student demands (Rauhvargers, 2013 (Parellada, 2016) . Sometimes, the problem is the availability of the right information to build indicators that reflect a broad range of universities.
It is much more alluring for the media-and for political and university leaders for that matter-to reduce comparison to a simple overall score and to rank institutions than it is to use a more complex system of indicators. Thus, U-Multirank Thus, makes it easy to receive a 'top-performing' university ranking (even though this was not its initial aim). This is doubtless a response to the need to boost the ranking's media impact. The end result is that U-Multirank now yields a kind of league table that is similar to those produced by traditional rankings.
FINAL CONSIDERATIONS
The rankings that are most successful and have the greatest impact are precisely those that simplify the presentation of results using an overall score to draw up a 'league table' of universities (the ARWU, THE, and QS). As we have seen, there are grave methodological shortcomings in attempting to summarise such a complex subject as university quality and performance in such a simple manner. Furthermore, the weights place too much emphasis on research and controversial 'reputation surveys' (the THE and QS, among others). The general view is that university rankings are here to stay. Yet the importance given to rankings by media, politicians, and university managers alike seems excessive. Furthermore, the rankings that have the greatest impact are precisely those that simplify their results the most-that is to say, a simple overall score and league table (i.e., the ARWU, THE, and QS). We have already seen the methodological defects that summarise complex issues such as university quality and performance in a too simplistic fashion.
Moreover, the weight given to each indicator to obtain the overall score is wholly subjective. Here, one should note the over-emphasis on research and the introduction of controversial reputation surveys (i.e., the THE and QS) among other factors. 24 In this respect, the U-Multirank approach explores the complex profiles of universities rather than producing hard-and-fast overall rankings and this subtle philosophy does not endear it to the media, which seek headlines rather than analysis.
In any case, the obsession with university rankings is having a pernicious impact on decision-making, leading managers to focus on getting their institution into the top rankings and to push them up the ladder at the expense of everything else 25 This explains why universities desperately seek collaboration with frequently-cited institutions and researchers in order to boost their own place in the rankings, with scant regard to either the field or the reasons why. The habit of writing papers with a long string of authors has become commonplace for the same reason. Advancing knowledge in a given field has become a purely secondary consideration. Furthermore, the importance given to the reputation stemming from these rankings has reached such a fever pitch that in some countries, students only get grants for foreign exchanges if these programmes are at universities listed among the 'top' 100 or 200 institutions in the traditional rankings (Fernández de Lucio and García, 2014; Mora, 2016) .
24 Two of the factors highlighted as key to restoring the notion of university reputation are: (1) greater competition among universities; (2) the availability of tools to measure such reputation. Rankings play a notable role here. Hence the importance of the methodology used to build the various rankings and their impact on universities' reputations (Mora, 2015) .
25 These consequences have led to some observers arguing that most of the world's universities should simply stop heeding rankings. Here, one should note that the so-called top 100 universities only make up 0.5% of higher education institutions and only 0.4% of the world's university students. Those falling outside this charmed circle tend to be universities that are one or more of the following: medium-sized, specialised, regional in scope, recently founded, or smaller (especially in developing countries). Such institutions make up the vast majority of the world's universities (Altbach and Hazelkorn, 2017) .
